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FOUR  YEAR  DRAFT  EXTENSION  BILL  ADOPTED 

The  Senate  on  June  1  and  the  House  on  June  7  adopted  the  Conference  Report  (Report  No#  535, 
House  of  Representatives,  82nd  Congress,  Ist  Session)  on  extension  of  Selective  Service  and 
the  skeleton  set-up  for  universal  military  training#  Thus  the  United  States  continues  the 
European  system  of  military  conscription  -  a  system  which  caused  many  people  to  migrate 
from  Europe  to  the  New  Viorld;  one  which  has  not  saved  the  world  from  war.  The  final  form  of 
the  bill  affects  the  lives  of  13  million  youths  now  between  the  ages  of  lU^  and  25  years  old. 
The  draft  is  extended  four  more  years  to  July  1,  1955.  Military  service  is  lengthened  from 
21  to  2h  months.  The  ceiling  on  men  in  the  armed  forces  is  raised  from  3?  million  to  5 
Million  men,  even  though  the  specific  military  request  by  Assistant  Defense  Secretary  Anna 
U,  Rosenberg  was  for  3>U62,000  men  and  women  in  the  Armed  Services. 

Anyone  who  gets  a  school  or  job  deferment  is  made  liable  for  induction  until  he  reaches  35. 
Registration  is  set  at  18,  and  young  men  will  be  subject  to  the  draft  at  18^  if  the  avail¬ 
able  pool  of  men  over  19  is  exhausted  by  the  local  board.  Unnaturalized  immigrants  would  be 
subject  to  the  draft  after  twelve  months  residence  in  this  country  unless  they  obtained 
deferments  as  non-resident  aliens,  in  which  case  they  would  be  barred  from  citizenship  in 
the  future.  All  persons  entering  the  Armed  Services  will  be  required  to  serve  a  total  obli¬ 
gated  period  of  eight  years,  including  two  years  of  active  military  service  and  six  years  in 
the  active  or  inactive  Reserves. 

High  school  students  will  be  deferred  until  they  graduate  from  high  school  or  attain  the  age 
of  20.  College  students  may  be  deferred  until  they  complete  their  academic  year  but  if  they 
are  deferred  for  that  purpose  they  may  not  thereafter  be  so  deferred  by  law.  The  decision, 
therefore,  is  up  to  the  local  draft  board  after  the  first  academic  defement.  Men  between 
l8i  and  26  may  enlist  in  the  Regular  Army  for  2h  months. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  is  authorized  to  make  such  regulations  as  he  deems  appropriate 
governing  the  sale,  consumption,  possession  of,  or  traffic  in,  alcoholic  beverages  to  or  by 
nembers  of  the  Armed  Forces  or  the  proposed  UMT  National  Security  Training  Corps  at,  or  near, 
a  camp,  station,  or  other  places  primarily  occupied  by  members  of  the  Armed  Forces  or  the 
National  Security  Training  Corps# 

UMT  ISSUE  TO  COME  BEFORE  CONGRESS  AGAIN  DURING  AUTUMN  1951  OR  EARLY  1952 

The  UMTS  bill  as  finally  passed  by  both  Houses  provides  the  basic  authorization  for  a  univer¬ 
sal  military  training  set-up,  but  is  still  subject  to  Congressional  action  on  certain  matters 
before  men  can  be  inducted  into  UMT#  Young  men  would  register  at  18,  and  be  liable  for  six 
months  training  in  the  United  States  as  soon  as  classification  is  completed,  with  pay  of  $30 
per  month,  and  then  be  liable  for  active  or  inactive  service  in  the  Reserves  for  7^  years 
more,  Ihere  is  no  termination  date  on  the  UMT  provision,  so  it  is  permanent  legislation  that 
is  contemplated. 


The  legislation  provides  for  the  establishment  of  a  five-siember  National  Security  Training 
Commission,  three  members  of  i^ch,  including  the  chairman,  shall  be  civilians,  and  the 
other  two  active  or  retired  members  of  the  Armed  Forces#  The  Act  also  establishes  a  National 
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Security  Training  Corps  at  the  same  time  as  the  Commission.  The  Commission,  subject  to  the 
direction  of  the  President,  shall  exercise  general  supervision  over  the  training  i^ich  is 
to  be  basic  military  training  under  military  departments  designated  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense. 

Not  later  than  four  months  following  the  confirmation  of  members  of  the  Coinmission  by  the 
Senate,  the  Commission  is  to  submit  to  the  Congress  legislative  recommendations  for  such  a 
training  program,  exclusive  of  its  primary  military  aspects,  which  are  to  be  considered  by 
the  two  Committees  on  Armed  Services.  Then  within  U5  legislative  days  the  Committees  are 
to  sutanit  detailed  legislation  which  can  then  be  called  up  for  action  in  either  House  by 
any  member  at  any  time. 

No  man  can  be  inducted  into  the  National  Security  Training  Corps  until  (1)  a  code  of  con¬ 
duct  has  been  enacted  suid  measures  providing  for  disability  and  death  benefits  for  trainees 
have  been  enacted  into  law;  (2)  the  other  legislative  recommendations  submitted  by  the 
Commission  have  been  considered  and  such  recommendations  or  any  portion  thereof  shall  have 
been  enacted  with  or  without  amendments  into  law;  (3)  the  President  or  the  Congress  by 
concurrent  resolution  shall  declare  that  men  between  I8  and  19  will  have  their  period  of 
military  service  reduced  or  eliminated  —  in  other  words,  until  the  military  declare  that 
they  no  longer  believe  they  need  to  draft  men  under  under  19  for  service  in  the  Army, 

Any  time  after  October  1951  the  UMT  issue  will  come  before  Congress  for  action,  with  little 
time  or  opportunity  for  adequate  hearings  and  discussion  on  the  recommendations  of  the  UMT 
Commission.  The  Congress  is  to  decide  the  fate  of  UMT  by  voting  on  measures  dealing  with  a 
code  of  conduct  and  provision  for  death  or  disability  benefits  and  the  other  legislative 
recommendations  of  the  Commission.  This  means  that  if  UMT  is  to  be  defeated  as  a  permanent 
fixture  of  American  life,  at  least  one  House  will  have  to  vote  down  these  conduct  or  dis¬ 
ability  provisions. 

In  the  Senate,  the  action  on  the  Conference  Report  was  by  voice  vote,  with  no  record  of  who 
voted  for  or  against  the  bill  in  final  form.  In  the  House,  Ul  members  voted  against  the 
Report.  As  we  have  frequently  said,  a  member  of  Congress  should  be  judged  on  his  total 
record  and  not  solely  on  any  one  vote.  Representatives  who  voted  against  the  UMTS  Confer¬ 
ence  Report  on  June  7  were: 

E.  Ross  Adair,  Ind.  James  S,  Golden,  Ky. 

Leo  E.  Allen,  Ill.  H.  R.  Gross,  la, 

Cleveland  M.  Bailey,  W.  Va.  Merlin  Hull,  Wise. 

John  V.  Beamer,  Ind,  Eidward  H.  Jenison,  Ill, 

C.W.  (Runt)  Bishop,  Ill.  Thomas  A.  Jenkins,  Ohio 

William  G.  Bray,  Ind.  Edgar  A.  Jonas,  Ill. 

Charles  B.  Brownson,  Ind.  William  E.  MeVey,  Ill. 

Howard  H.  Buffett,  Nebr,  Fred  Marshall,  Minn. 

Fred  K.  Busbey,  Ill.  Noah  M.  Mason,  Ill. 

John  C.  Butler,  N.  Y.  Toby  Morris,  Okla. 

Robert  B.  Chiperfield,  Ill.  Joseph  P.  0*Hara,  Minn. 

Shepard  J.  Crumpacker,  Jr.,  Ind. Philip  J.  Philbin,  Mass. 

Thomas  B.  Curtis,  Mo.  Adam  C. Powell,  Jr.,  N.Y. 

Robert  L.  Doughton,  N.C.  John  E.  Rankin,  Miss. 

In  addition,  the  following  were  listed  as  paired  against  the  measure  —  that  is,  they 
would  have  voted  "no"  had  they  been  present  and  voting  : 

Clare  E.  Hofftaian,  Mich.  Richard  W.  Hofftaian,  Ill.  Wint  Smith,  Kans. 

Timothy  P,  Sheehan,  Ill. 


Daniel  A.  Reed,  N.  Y. 
Edward  J. Robeson, Jr.,  Va, 
Paul  W.  Shafer,  Mich. 
Dewey  Short,  Mo. 

Sid  Simpson,  Ill. 

Lawrence  H.  Snith,  Wise. 
Richard  B.  Vail,  Ill. 
Harold  H.  Velde,  Ill. 
Thomas  H.  Werdel,  Calif. 
Roy  W.  Wier,  Minn. 

Earl  Wilson,  Ind. 

Gardner  R.  Withrow,  Wise. 
John  T.  Wood,  Idaho 
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CONSCIENTIOUS  OBJECTOR  PROVISIONS  UNDER  THE  DRAFT 

As  indicated  in  Newsletter  Noo  88,  the  present  system  of  deferment  for  conscientious  objec¬ 
tors  was  modified.  The  conferees  adopted  two  of  the  several  safeguards  recommended  by  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  historic  peace  churches  after  deferment  was  dropped  ••  by  providing 
for  Presidential  regulations  for  the  guidance  of  local  boards  and  also  limiting  the  period 
of  a  local  board’s  order  that  a  conscientious  objector  should  perform  civilian  work  to  the 
2h  months  of  required  military  service  under  the  bill.  The  new  language,  amended  since 
Letter  No.  88  was  written,  now  reads,  instead  of  "be  deferred,"  that  the  conscientious 
objector  shall 

*<•  •  .  in  lieu  of  such  induction,  be  ordered  by  his  local  board,  subject  to  such  reg¬ 
ulations  as  the  President  may  prescribe,  to  perform  for  a  period  equal  to  the  period 
prescribed  in  section  U(b)  such  civilian  work  contributing  to  the  maintenance  of  the 
national  health,  safety,  or  interest  as  the  local  board  may  deem  appropriate  and  any 
such  person  who  knowingly  fails  or  neglects  to  obey  any  such  order  from  his  local 
board  shall  be  deemed,  for  the  purpose  of  section  12  of  this  title, to  have  knowingly 
failed  or  neglected  to  perform  a  duty  required  of  him  under  this  title." 

Full  implications  of  this  provision  will  not  be  clear  until  the  Presidential  regulations 
are  made  public.  Representatives  of  the  churches  are  in  consultation  with  government  of¬ 
ficials  on  these  regulations.  The  Conference  Report  says,  "the  language  agreed  to  by  the 
House  and  Senate  conferees  will  permit  the  President  to  prescribe  the  type  of  employment  to 
which  conscientious  objectors  may  be  assigned,  but  such  employment  will  not  be  performed 
through  the  establishment  of,  or  assignment  to,  national  work  camps,"  This  would  seem  to 
rule  out  a  return  to  either  governmental  or  private  civilian  public  service  camps  such  as 
were  operated  during  World  War  II. 

There  has  been  a  good  deal  of  misrepresentation  of  this  conscientious  objector  section  in 
the  press  and  over  the  radio ;  to  the  effect  that  by  law  the  local  draft  boards  had  the  right 
to  order  conscientious  objectors  into  defense  plants  or  defense  work.  The  main  idea  seems 
to  be  that  the  local  board  should  be  assured  that  the  C  0  is  doing  something  to  maintain  the 
"national  health,  safety,  or  interest"  and  is  not  taking  unfair  advantage  of  his  freedom 
from  the  general  obligation  for  military  service.  Senator  Francis  S,  Case  of  South  Dakota 
and  Representative  Mike  Mansfield  of  Montana,  during  the  consideration  of  this  section  on 
the  floor  in  their  respective  Houses,  objected  to  allowing  conscientious  objectors  to  stay 
on  farms  or  inqprove  their  economic  status  when  other  men  were  drafted  for  military  service. 

Administratively  this  provision  is  very  complicated  and  difficult.  It  tends  to  set  danger¬ 
ous  precedents  in  the  field  of  religious  liberty  and  in  the  field  of  rights  of  labor,  when  a 

man  may  be  liable  for  five  years  in  jail  and/or  $10,000  fine  for  not  accepting  an  order  of 

a  local  board,  in  terms  of  work  ordered,  no  matter  how  capricious  such  an  order  might  be, and 

without  the  right  of  appeal  being  specifically  spelled  out  in  the  law,  as  urged  by  spokesmen 

for  the  FCNL,  the  Brethren  Service  Commission,  the  American  Friends  Service  Committee,  and 
others. 

Whether  these  conscientious  objector  previsions  would  carry  over  into  the  UMT  law,  if  enacted, 
would  depend  on  vrtiether  different  provisions  are  incorporated  into  the  language  sulxuitted  to 
Congress  in  the  projected  UMT  legislation. 


IN  BRIEF 

Bomber  Costs  Skyrocket  -  Undersecretary  of  Air  John  A.  McCone,  in  testifying  before  a 

Senate  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  June  7  in  behalf  of  the 
Defense  Department's  request  for  more  than  $60  billion  for  the  next  fiscal  year,  stated  that 
the  total  cost  of  a  new  B-17  bomber  is  $3,U76,000  as  compared  with  $U02,000  for  the  World 
war  B-17  Flying  Fortress.  Compare  this  with  endowment  of  your  nearest  church  college. 
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-  We  are  sending  you  a  copy  of  a  radio  speech  by 

Senator  Edwin  C.  Johnson  of  Colorado  explaining  Sena 
Resolution  lUO,  referred  in  in  Newsletter  No,  88  (the  number  was  there  given  in  error  as  S 
Res.  139).  This  calls  for  efforts  to  effect  a  cease  fire  agreement  in  Korea  on  June  2^,195 
the  first  anniversary  of  the  outbreak  of  military  hostilities  in  Korea. 

A  New  Approach  to  Disarmament  -  Senator  Ralph  E,  Flanders  of  Vermont  spoke  before  the 

Philadelphia  Joint  Forum  on  May  22  calling  for  renewed 
sustained  efforts  for  universal  disarmament.  A  copy  of  this  address  is  being  mailed  to  you 

Why  not  write  to  your  newspaper,  your  church  papers,  your  two  Senators,  and  to  Senators 
Johnson  and  Flanders,  your  comments  and  reactions  to  their  proposals? 

Facts  on  Medical  Insurance  -  Senator  Herbert  H.  Lehman  has  issued  a  report  for  the  Subcom 

mittee  which  he  heads  of  the  Senate  Labor  and  Public  Welfare 
Committee,  which  has  been  studying  the  facts  on  various  health  insurance  plans.  According 
to  the  Congressional  Quarterly  summary  of  their  findings,  less  than  3  per  cent  of  the  popu 
lation  in  the  United  States  have  hospital,  surgical,  and  relatively  complete  medical  insur 
ance.  Eleven  per  cent  have  hospital,  surgical  and  limited  medical  insurance.  Twenty-one 
per  cent  have  some  protection  against  costs  of  hospital  and  surgical  insurance,  Fiften  per 
cent  have  only  hospital  insurance*  Half  the  population,  or  70  million  people,  have  no  form 
of  medical  care  insurance.  The  report  estimates  that  from  $9  billion  to  $10  billion  was 
spent  for  medical  care  in  19U9,  of  which  about  eight  per  cent  was  paid  for  by  insurance. 

Federal  Pay  Roll  Rises  -  On  May  1  there  were  2,U09,121  civilians  on  the  pay  roll  of  the 

executive  branch  of  the  federal  government,  which  does  not  in¬ 
clude  employees  in  the  legislative  or  judicial  branches.  Of  these,  i,l82,U23  were  on  the 
military  pay  roll,  in  addition  to  the  members  of  the  Armed  Forces.  During  April  the  increas 
in  civilian  federal  employment  was  U5,363  or  11^  daily,  according  to  the  Joint  Committee  o 
Reduction  of  Non-Essentiad  Federal  Expenditures. 

Where  Tour  Money  Goes  -  For  20^  in  coin  you  can  get  from  the  Superintendent  of  Documents 

U.  S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington  25,  D.  C,  "The 
Federal  Budget  in  Brief."  This  shows  the  breaUc  down  of  the  proposed  budget  for  the  fiscal 
year  1952  in  brief  usable  graph  form.  Total  expenditures  for  military  purposes  at  home  and 
abroad  are  somewhat  misleading,  since,  for  example,  the  development  of  atomic  energy  to  cost 
at  least  ll  *2  billion  is  listed  under  natural  resources,  and  $1.1  billion  for  defense  pro¬ 
duction  is  listed  under  finance,  commerce  and  industry. 


Reciprocal  Trade  Agreements  Extended  -  The  Senate  on  May  29  and  the  House  on  June  5  com 

pleted  action  on  the  compromise  version  extending 
the  reciprocal  trade  program  for  two  years,  ending  June  12,  1953.  H.  R,  1612  puts  tighter 
curbs  on  the  President's  power  to  negotiate  trade  agreements  with  other  countries,  which 
many  have  felt  would  weaken  the  process  of  reducing  world  tariff  barriers.  The  Congress 
adopted  a  peril  point  provision  which  has  been  the  subject  of  considerable  controversy. 
Tariff  Commission  would  be  permitted  to  participate  in  tariff  negotiations. 


Also  adopted  was  an  amendment  requiring  the  withdrawal  of  all  tariff  concessions  to  Soviet- 
dominated  countries  and  the  barring  of  imports  of  certain  furs  from  the  Soviet  Union  and 
Communist  China,  Other  provisions  would  prohibit  any  trade  agreement  from  being  applied 
contrary  to  the  present  import  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  which  governs 
price  support  policies.  The  bill  expressly  disclaimed  approval  or  disapproval  of  the 
General  Agreenent  on  Tariff  and  Trade.  The  road  to  a  stable  world  economy  where  goods  may 
be  freely  exchanged  is  still  a  long  and  thorny  one  but  one  to  which  those  desiring  peace 
must  give  greater  attention. 
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GRAIN  FOR  INDIA*S  STARVING 

Its  this  supplement  is  being  written,  the  grain  for  India  bill,  S,  872,  awaits  only  final 
action  by  the  Senate  on  the  Conference  Report  and  signature  by  the  President  in  order  to  be¬ 
come  law.  It  has  been  subject  to  intense  bickering  and  prolonged  delays  in  Congress  <•  a 
sad  commentary  on  the  difficulties  of  a  democracy  in  acting  quickly,  i^oleheartedly,  and 
generously  in  behalf  of  the  people  of  a  country  on  the  other  side  of  the  globe.  The  original 
request  was  made  by  the  Government  of  India  on  December  16  for  2  million  tons  of  grain,  or  75 
ndllion  bushels,  on  "special  and  easy"  terms,  in  addition  to  U  million  tons  which  they  were 
seeking  to  purchase  in  the  world  market  in  order  to  cover  the  deficit  in  their  anticipated 
needs.  This  has  been  an  issue  on  which  the  FCNL  has  worked  actively  for  the  past  six  months. 

Basic  Provisions  of  the  Bill 

The  bill  as  finally  agreed  upon  authorizes  a  loan  to  India  -  instead  of  a  gift  as  many  people 
advocated  -  of  $190  million  for  the  purchase  of  "food  grains  or  equivalents  to  meet  the 
emergency  need  arising  from  the  extraordinary  sequence  of  flood,  drought,  and  other  condi¬ 
tions  existing  in  India  in  1950,"  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  must  certify  that  such  ship¬ 
ments  "will  not  impair  the  fulfillment  of  the  vital  needs  of  the  United  States"  -  in  other 
words,  that  it  will  entail  no  genuine  sacrifice  on  the  part  of  the  people  of  the  United 
States  in  a  time  of  acute  world  distress.  India  is  to  pay  the  freight  charges  and  the  law 
provides  that  as  far  as  practicable  at  least  50  per  cent  of  the  shipping  be  done  in  vessels 
flying  the  American  flag.  The  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation  was  authorized  to  make 
available  up  to  $20  million  for  the  reactivation  of  government  owned  shipping  if  necessary 
to  move  these  food  grains. 

At  least  $100  million  is  to  be  made  available  from  already  appropriated  Economic  Cooperation 
Administration  funds  and  the  rest  from  any  ECA  funds  remaining  unallocated  on  June  30,  1951 
or  by  notes  issued  by  ECA.  The  manner  and  time  of  repayment  and  the  interest  are  to  be 
natters  of  negotiation  between  the  United  States  and  India,  $5  million  of  any  interest  paid 
during  the  next  five  years  is  to  be  used  for  "studies,  instruction,  technical  training  and 
other  activities"  including  exchange  of  students,  professors  and  technicians  between  the  two 
countries  or  of  books  and  laboratory  equipment.  This  amendment  for  educational  exchange  was 
originally  proposed  by  Senator  Karl  E,  Mundt  of  South  Dakota,  but  the  amount  was  drastically 
reduced  by  action  of  the  conferees. 

The  bill  continues  the  practice  now  in  effect  in  ECA  of  the  payment  out  of  ECA  funds  of  ocean 
freight  charges  from  United  States  ports  to  Indian  ports  on  relief  packages  and  supplies 
shipped  by  voluntary  relief  and  philanthropic  agencies  such  as  the  Church  World  Service, 
Ameidcan.  Friends  Service  Committee,  CARE,  the  American  Red  Cross  and  other  groups  engaged  in 
foreign  aid.  This  is  designed  to  encourage  voluntary  foreign  aid  on  the  part  of  welfare 
agencies  and  the  direct  human  contacts  and  interest  growing  out  of  them,  at  a  time  when  so 
luch  relief  and  reconstruction  is  governmental  and  impersonal. 

Gift  or  Loan 

It  is  not  possible  here  to  review  all  the  issues  nor  to  reflect  the  bitterness  of  the  argu¬ 
ments  in  and  out  of  the  debates  in  Congress.  The  original  House  bill  as  reported  out  of  the 

House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  provided  for  a  grant  instead  of  a  loan.  This  was  held  up 
for  weeks  in  the  Rules  Committee  by  the  determined  opposition  of  Representatives  including 
John  Vorys  and  Clarence  Brown  of  Ohio;  E,  B,  Cox  of  Georgia  and  others.  Finally  the  Rules 

Committee  sent  the  bill  back  to  the  House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  with  instructions  to 

rewrite  the  measure  in  the  form  of  a  loan. 
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(This  is  an  illustration  of  the  arbitrary  power  restored  by  the  House  to  the  Rules  Committee 
at  the  beginning  of  this  session  of  Congress*  For  a  short  time  previously  the  Rules  Com¬ 
mittee  could  only  hold  up  legislation  for  three  weeks,  after  wtiich  the  chairman  of  a  com-  I 

mittee  could  call  up  for  consideration  on  the  floor  legislation  which  had  already  been  ^ 

reported  out  of  committee.)  ® 

The  United  States*  experience  in  collecting  loans  over  the  past  thirty  years  has  not  been  a 
particularly  happy  or  successful  one*  Why  create  any  more  difficulties  and  why  not  learn 
now  and  then  from  the  tortuous  pages  of  history?  It  seemed  a  fine  opportunity  for  a  country 
receiving  about  half  or  more  of  the  world’ s  income  to  ^ve  out  of  its  abundance  of  food  to  a 
people,  overcrowded  and  disadvamtaged  already,  Trtio  had  suffered  even  more  from  a  tragic 
combination  of  floods,  drought,  earthquake  and  locusts,  India  needs  to  use  her  slender 
capital  resources  in  development  projects  such  as  in  agriculture,  irrigation  and  reclamation, 
rather  than  in  expenditures  on  food  grains  which  bring  in  no  capital  return  for  preventing 
famine  in  the  future* 

As  the  Secretary  of  State  testified  before  the  House  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  ’’Credits 
for  the  acquisition  of  consumers  goods  such  as  foodstuffs  required  to  meet  an  emergency  sit¬ 
uation  are  economically  unsound  as  they  provide  no  basis  for  the  creation  of  income  and 
foreign  exchange  to  repay  the  credit.  It  is  clear  to  me  that  our  own  interest  and  India’s 
interest  require  that  we  provide  the  grain  which  India  needs  to  supplement  its  purchase 
program  on  a  grant  basis*" 

With  the  United  States  proposing  to  spend  $8*5  billion  abroad  largely  for  military  purposes 
or  production  for  rearmament,  most  of  which  will  not  be  repaid,  and  $60  billion  on  rearma¬ 
ment  at  home,  it  se®ned  a  little  anomalous  for  the  Congress  to  insist  on  payment  for  food 
for  the  starving. 

On  the  other  hand.  Congressmen  argued  that  India  had  not  asked  for  a  grant,  but  for  a  loan 
on  "easy"  terras*  India,  however,  is  a  proud,  new  country  and  not  anxious  to  humiliate  her¬ 
self  before  the  United  States.  It  was  stressed  that  the  American  people  are  staggering  unde 
a  budget  of  $71  billion  this  year.  Even  at  that  we  are  more  prosperous  that  almost  any  othe 
country*  It  was  argued  that  the  grant  would  be  given  to  the  Government  of  India  Trtiich  would 
sell  it  to  the  people  so  the  measure  would  not  really  be  helping  the  starving  anyway.  The 
ration  was  cut  this  year  to  nine  ounces  of  grain  a  day  because  there  was  not  enough  grain 
available.  Late  crop  reports  in  the  United  States  forecasting  a  reduced  wheat  crop  this  yea 
was  also  a  factor  in  the  minds  of  Congress*  Conceivably  the  situation  might  require  some 
shift  from  feeding  wheat  to  poultry  and  cattle  in  the  United  States. 

"The  failure  to  obtain  this  food  will  not  in  itself  cause  famine  or  starvation  in  India;  on 
the  other  hand,  delivering  it  will  not  prevent  hunger  and  malnutrition  in  India,"  said 
Representatives  Vorys,  Chiperfield,  Lawrence  H.  Smith,  and  Reece  in  their  minority  report- 
opposing  a  grant.  "We  do  not  believe  that  Congress  has  the  right,  under  our  Constitution,  t 
be  charitable  with  money  taken  from  tax  payers  without  their  consent.  ...  We  do  not  see  ho 
this  gift  to  the  Indian  Government  provides  for  our  defense  or  general  welfare?"  Is  not  ou 
general  welfare  tied  up  with  the  general  welfare  of  the  rest  of  the  world? 

The  United  States  Ambassador  to  India,  Mr.  Loy  Henderson,  wrote  regarding  the  spirit  in  whid 
the  United  States  might  respond  to  this  request:  "It  has  not  been  easy  for  India  to  decide 
to  make  its  appeal  to  the  United  States  for  assistance*  The  Indian  people  cherish  their  nen 
freedom.  They  wish  to  exercise  it  to  the  full*  They  do  not  wish  to  feel  that  their  right  t 
formulate  and  carry  out  internal  and  foreign  policies  of  their  own  choosing  is  in  any  way 
curtailed  because  of  a  sense  of  obligation  toward  any  foreign  country,  friendly  though  that 
country  may  be.  The  Indian  people  would  probably  prefer  to  starve  rather  than  to  sacrifice 
any  of  their  political  and  economic  independence*  India,  feeling  as  it  does  about  these 
matters,  has  displayed  great  confidence  in  the... United  States"  by  this  appeal* 
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Senate  Votes  All  Loan 

In  the  Senate,  the  bill  emerging  from  the  Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  provided  for 
half  gift  and  half  loan.  Senator  Homer  E.  Ferguson  of  Michigan  moved  to  make  it  all  loan 
and  no  gift#  On  May  16  the  Senate  voted  as  follows: 

Yeas  52 


Aiken,  Vt# 

Chavez,  N.Mex# 

Hoey,  N.C# 

Maybank,  S*C# 

Smith,  Me. 

Bennett,  Utah 

Cordon,  Ore, 

Holland,  Fla# 

McCarthy,  Wise. 

Smith,  N.J. 

Brewster,  Me# 

Dirksen,  Ill# 

Ives,  N.Y. 

McClellan,  Ark# 

Smith,  N.C. 

Bricker,  Ohio 

Duff,  Penna# 

Jenner,  Ind# 

McKellar,  Tenn. 

Stennis,  Miss# 

Bridges,  N.H. 

Dworshak,  Idaho 

Johnson,  Colo# 

Mundt,  S.D. 

Taft,  Ohio 

Butler,  Md# 

Ellender,  La. 

Johnston,  S.C. 

O' Conor,  Md# 

Thye,  Minn. 

Butler,  Nebr, 

Ferguson,  Mich. 

Knowland,  Calif.  Robertson,  Va, 

Welker,  Idaho 

Caine,  Wash# 

Flanders,  Vt# 

Lodge,  Mass. 

Russell,  Ga# 

Wherry,  Nebr. 

Capehart,  Ind, 

George,  Ga. 

Malone,  Rev# 

Saltonstall,  Mass# 

Wiley,  Wise. 

Carlson,  Kans# 
Case,  S.  D. 

Hendrickson,  N,.J# 

Hickenlooper,  la. 

\ 

Martin,  Penna.  Schoeppel,  kans# 

Nays  32 

Williams,  Dela. 

Anderson,  N.M# 

Green,  R.I, 

Kefauver,  Tenn#  McMahon,  Conn. 

0 'Mahoney,  Wyo. 

Benton,  Conn# 

Hayden,  Ariz# 

Kerr,  Okla. 

Monroney,  Okla, 

Past ore,  R.I, 

Clements,  Ky# 

Hennings,  Mo# 

Kilgore,  W.  Va# 

Moody,  Mich# 

anathers,  Fla. 

Connally,  Tex. 

Hill,  Ala. 

Long,  La. 

Morse,  Ore, 

Sparkman,  Ala# 

Douglas,  Ill. 

Humphrey,  Minn, 

Magnuson,  Wash#  Murray,  Mont. 

Underwood,  Ky# 

Fulbright,  Ark. 
Gillette,  la# 

Hunt,  Wyo. 
Johnson,  Tex# 

McFarland,  Ariz#  Neely,  W,  Va# 

Not  Voting  12 

Young,  N.D. 

Byrd,  Va# 

Frear,  Dela, 

Lehman,  N.Y. 

Millikin,  Colo. 

Tobey,  N.H. 

Eastland,  Miss. 
Ecton,  Mont. 

Kern,  Mo# 

Langer,  N.D. 

McCarran,.Nev. 

Nixon,  Calif, 

Watkins,  Utah 

Strategic  Materials 

Another  violent  debate  ranged  around  the  question  of  what  repayment  India  should  be  required 
to  supply  in  strategic  materials#  Senator  Styles  Bridges  of  New  Haiopshire  moved  that  she  be 
required  to  supply  "monazite  sands,"  Senator  Clyde  R,  Hoey  of  North  Carolina  replied  that 
his  state  had  enough  monazite  sands  to  supply  all  the  nation's  needs  if  it  could  be  made 
profitable  to  mine  it.  Other  Senators  patiently  explained  India’s  embargo  oh  materials  which 
might  contain  fissionable  elements#  The  amendment  was  voted  down#  Undaunted,  Senator- 
Bridges  soon  thereafter  offered  an  amendment  to  require  repayment  in  "monazite  sands  and 
manganese"  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  India  already  is  shippping  about  two-thirds  of  her  man¬ 
ganese  exports  to  the  United  States#  His  second  amendment  was  adopted  but  later  removed  in 
conference#  As  finally  agreed  upon  the  bill  provided  that  arrangements  be  negotiated  regard¬ 
ing  the  quantities  in  repayment  of  "materials  required  by  the  United  States  as  a  resiilt  of 
deficiencies,  actual  or  potential,  in  its  own  resources.  The  Administrator  is  directed  and 
instructed  that  in  his  negotiations  with  the  Government  of  India  he  shall,  so  far  as 
practicable  and  possible,  obtain  for  the  United  States  the  immediate  and  continuing  transfer 
of  substantial  quantities  of  such  materials  particularly  those  found  to  be  strategic  and 
critical#" 

Some  of  the  Other  Reasons  Advanced  Against  the  Bill 


Widespread  criticism  was  voiced  by  members  of  Congress  that  the  Indian  delegates  to  the 
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United  Nations  had  not  voted  several  times  with  the  United  States  on  issues  involving  Korea 
and  China*  S  ome  thought  Prime  Minister  Nehru  had  been  too  soft  toward  Communism  and  too 
friendly  to  Communist  China  and  the  Soviet  Union.  Others  criticized  India' s  failure  to 
supply  troops  in  the  United  Nations  action  in  Korea. 


__j,piy  Lroops  in  me  uniuea  iMax.ions  acT/iou  iii  ivuxea. 

On  the  final  House  vote  on  June  6  the  roll  call  was  Yeas  255,  Nays  82, 
Representatives  who  voted  against  even  granting  a  loan  to  India  for  the 
the  United  States  were: 

Nays  82 

Abemethy,  Miss.  Clevenger,  Ohio  Harris,  Ark.  Norrell,  Ark. 
Allen,  Ill.  Cole,  N.Y. 

T  If-i 


Not  Voting  95* 
purchase  of  food  in 


JL^ .  Cole,  N.Y. 

Allen,  La.  Colmer,  Miss. 

Andresen,  Cox,  Ga. 

August  H. .Minn. Curtis,  Nebr. 
Andrews,  Ala.  Davis,  G 

Bennett,  Mich.  <>  w-i 

Qan'f  oart  Tov 


tjennex»Ti,  mien 
Bent sen,  Tex. 
Bishop,  Ill. 
Brehm,  Ohio 
Buffett,  Nebr. 
Burleson,  Tex. 
Busbey,  Ill. 
Bush,  Penna. 
Byrnes,  Vifisc. 
Carlyle,  N.C. 

/-II-.: _ -i 


,  Ga. 
Davis,  Wise. 

D' Ewart,  Mont. 
Fellows,  Me. 
Fisher,  Tex. 
Forrester,  Ga. 
Gathings,  Ark. 
Gavin,  Penna* 
George 


Nays  82 

Harris,  Ark. 
Harrison,  Va. 
Hoeven,  la. 
Hull,  Wise. 
Jenison,  Ill. 
Jensen,  la. 
Jonas,  Ill. 


Jones 


George,  kans. 

mes,  wise.  Gossett,  Tex*  Miller,  Nebr.  bimpson,  ill. 

rlyle,  N.C.  Graham,  Penna.  Murray,  Term.  Simpson,  Penna. 

iperfield,  Ill.Gross,  la.  Nicholson,  Mass*  &uith,  Va, 


Lucas, 
MeVey, 
Martin 
Mason, 
kans.  Miller 


,  Ill.  Reece 

,  Woodrow,  Reed, 
N.C.  Robes 
Tex. 


Norrell,  Ark. 
O'Hara,  Minn. 
Passman,  i*a. 
Pickett,  Tex. 
Rankin,  Miss. 
Redden,  N.C. 

n  _  _ _  t 


,  Term, 

N.Y. 


Miller,  Md. 
Miller,  Nebr. 
Murray,  Term, 


Robeson,  Va, 
Rogers,  Tex. 
Schwabe,  Okla. 
Scrivner,  Kans. 
Shafer,  Mich, 
Short,  Mo, 
Simpson,  Ill. 


Stefan,  Nebr, 
Sutton,  Tenn. 
Taber,  N.Y. 
Towe,  N.J. 
Vail,  Ill. 

Van  Pelt,  V/isc. 
Velde,  lU. 
Vursell,  Ill, 
Werdel,  Calif* 
Wheeler,  Ga, 
Whitten,  Miss. 
Williams,  Miss. 
Wilson,  Tex. 
Wolcott,  Mich, 
Wood,  Idaho 
Woodruff,  Mich, 


Those  paired  against  the  bill,  who  would  have  voted  Nay  had  they  been  present  and  voting: 


Baker,  Tenn, 
Bormer,  N.C. 
Dondero,  Mich, 
Dom,  S.C. 


Doughton,  N.C.  Hoffman,  Ill* 

Gillette,  Penna.  Kearns,  Penna, 

Hubert,  La,  Larcade,  La, 

Hoffinan,  Mich,  Reed,  Ill* 


Regan,  Tex. 
Sheehan,  Ill* 
Smith,  Kans. 


Teague,  Tex. 
Winstead,  Miss* 
Wood,  Ga. 


Senator  Humphrey  Pleads  for  Favorable  Action 

Stator  Humphrey,  in  supporting  the  bill  for  aid  to  India,  said  on  May  l5: 

"Our  country  has  waited  for  months  to  answer  this  cry  of  human  suffering*  It  borders  upon 
something  that  is  shameful.  We  should  act  with  dispatch  and  in  such  teiros  that  no  one  in 
the  world  can  for  a  single  minute  misunderstand  what  we  do*  Let  it  be  known  to  the  world 
that  so  long  as  there  is  food  on  the  American  table,  so  long  as  our  storehouses  are  filled 
with  our  abundance,  so  long  as  our  land  is  able  to  produce,  this  Nation  will  not  stand  by 
and  let  another  nation  starve,  but  will  share  its  abimdance  with  those  who  are  suffering. 


"Let  us  remember  that  those  who  give,  receive,  I  have  never  known  of  a  nation  that  gave 
all  its  substance  in  charity*  I  remember  that  this  country  was  once  hoarding  its  substance 
and  we  ended  up  with  unemployment,  depression,  and  disaster,  .  .  .  Believe  me,  the  more  we 
give  the  more  we  shall  receive.  As  we  have  cast  our  bread  upon  the  waters,  it  has  come 
back  to  us  a  thousandfold,  not  simply  a  hundredfold  or  tenfold.  With  every  bushel  of  wheat 
we  give,  we  give  life.  When  we  give  life  and  the  hope  of  life,  we  give  something  that  is 
eternal,  and  people  do  not  forget  it," 
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A  New  Approach  to  World  Disarmament 


EXTENSION  OP  REMARKS 

or 

HON.  RALPH  E.  FLANDERS 

or  VIBMONT 

IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNTIED  STATES 

Tuesday,  June  5, 1951 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  be  printed 
in  the  Appendix  of  the  Record  an  ad¬ 
dress  I  delivered  on  the  subject  A  New 
Approach  to  World  Disarmament  as  a 
part  of  the  Joint  Fonim  in  Philadelphia. 
Pa..  May  22. 1951. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  address 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

A  New  Approach  to  World  Disarmament 
(By  Hon.  Ralph  E.  Flanders) 

Mr.  Chairman,  ladles,  and  gentlemen,  the 
topic  assigned  me  is  A  New  Approach  to 
World  Disarmament.  In  approaching  this 
topic  In  the  20  minutes  assigned  me,  I  must 
speak  In  somewhat  condensed  fashion  and 
look  to  the  succeeding  panel  discussion  with 
questions  from  the  floor  to  eapand  somewhat 
those  parts  of  the  proposal  which  have  not 
been  adequately  set  forth. 

We  have,  flrst,  a  new  Incentive  to  disarm¬ 
ament  resulting  from  our  experience  with 
two  world  wars  and  the  threatened  approach 
of  a  third  one.  It  had  hitherto  been  thought 
that  wars  settled  matters  and.  Indeed,  lhat 
has  usually  been  the  case  at  least  on  the 
lower  level  of  the  problems  Involved.  The 
Napoleonic  wars  left  Great  Britain  undis¬ 
puted  mistress  of  the  seas  and,  through  her 
balance  of  power  diplomacy,  the  arbiter  of 
relations  between  the  great  powers.  Our 
Civil  War  settled  the  question  of  preserving 
the  Union.  It  resulted  deflnitely  In  the  abo¬ 
lition  of  human  slavery.  It  did  not  lead  to 
an  immediate  reconcUlatlon,  and  has  Indeed 
left  wounds  In  the  social  and  political  fabric 
of  our  Nation  which  have  not  yet  healed, 
though  they  have  steadily  become  of  less 
and  less  slgnlflcance. 

Neither  Germany  nor  Great  Britain  came 
out  of  the  First  World  War  with  more  than 
a  fraction  of  the  strength  which  each  pos- 
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sessed  when  they  entered  It.  It  was  ruinous 
alike  to  conqueror  and  conquered.  As  we 
all  know,  there  were  no  fruits  of  victory  to 
any  of  the  conquering  nations  In  the  Second 
World  War,  except  in  the  case  of  the  Soviet 
Government  which.  In  its  subsequent  oper¬ 
ations,  has  been  able  to  add  bimdreds  of 
thousands  of  square  miles  to  Its  territory  and 
subject  hundreds  of  millions  of  people  to  its 
regimen  of  Injustice  and  slavery. 

To  put  it  briefly,  modern  wars  do  not  pay 
in  beneflts  to  people. 

Secondly,  the  burden  of  the  modern  war 
is  one  which  no  nation  can  escape  nor  can 
any  of  the  inhabitants  of  any  nation.  Mod¬ 
ern  war  Is  total.  Social  disintegration  and 
economic  distress  pursue  the  citizens  of  the 
world  while  it  Is  in  progress  and  are  left  as 
an  Inescapable  legacy  when  active  warfare 
has  ended.  Meanwhile,  during  the  progress 
of  total  war  the  decisive  results  are  obtained 
by  spreading  death  and  destruction  through 
civilian  populations.  Modern  war  Is  a  war 
against  unarmed  men,  women,  and  children. 
The  moral  degradation  Inherent  in  it  steals 
upon  us,  as  we  accustom  ourselves  to  the 
unholy  process  of  strategic  bombing. 

Many  of  the  social  institutions  of  mankind 
show  an  upward  moral  movement.  This  is 
true  in  almost  all  human  relations  such  as 
those  of  employer  and  employee,  buyer  and 
seller,  and,  in  general,  the  whole  range  of 
civilian  relationships.  But  this  is  not  true 
when  it  comes  to  the  development  of  war¬ 
fare.  Its  progression  is  from  bad  to  worse 
and,  now,  to  the  worst  which  human  Imagi¬ 
nation  can  conceive.  The  atomic  bomb  Is 
an  Incident — a  terrible  one,  it  Is  true.  Tet 
the  damage  wrought  at  Hiroshima  and  Naga¬ 
saki  was  minor  as  compared  to  the  Incen¬ 
diary  bombing  of  Tokyo.  And  these  things 
are  mild  as  compared  with  the  possibilities 
yet  in  prospect  for  biological  warfare  and 
steps  beyond  that  too  terrible  to  contem¬ 
plate. 

The  most  Arm,  the  most  Intelligent,  the 
most  devoted  purpose  of  mankind  must  be 
to  restrain  this  hitherto  unrestrained  curse 
of  warfare  which  no  one  Individually  wants, 
yet  which  collectively  we  seem  helpless  to 
restrain. 


There  are,  I  believe,  certain  courses  which 
are  not  open  to  us  as  effective  means.  Two 
of  these  which  have  been  unsuccessfully  tried 
in  the  past  are  worth  mentioning.  One  of 
them  is  the  outlawing  of  war  by  treaty. 
The  other  is  limited  disarmament.  Both  have 
faUed. 

A  new  approach  has  to  be  made.  It  must 
be  made  through  an  existing  international 
organization,  the  United  Nations.  It  must 
be  for  disarmament  rather  than  for  an 
agreement  not  to  use  existing  arms.  In  other 
words  it  must  not  be  along  the  line  of  the 
Kellogg  Facts.  It  must  be  for  a  disarmament 
which  is  in  some  measure  complete,  in  which 
case  it  will  differ  from  the  Soviet  proposals 
and  the  earlier  Naval  Disarmament  Treaty. 
It  must  likewise  provide  for  international 
inspection  and  administration  through  the 
United  Nations  in  which  respect,  likewise,  it 
will  differ  from  the  naval  disarmament  un-- 
dertaking  of  the  1920’s. 

Ihe  undertaking  cannot  be  unilateral. 
The  rest  of  the  world,  whether  in  whole  or  in 
part,  whether  ourselves  or  any  other  of  the 
non-Soviet  powers,  dare  not,  cannot  and 
must  not  disarm  in  the  face  of  the  an¬ 
nounced  and  proved  purposes  of  world  domi¬ 
nation  by  the  Soviet  Government. 

In  view  of  all  these  necessities  it  must 
be  our  fundamental  purpose  in  the  United 
Nations  to  seek  peace  through  disarmament. 
These  can  be,  I  am  convinced,  presented  in 
terms  so  simple,  so  practical,  and  which 
would  lead  so  evidently  toward  the  desired 
result  that  we  can  appear  before  the  United 
Nations  and  before  the  world  as  honest, 
honorable  and  practical  peace  seekers  in¬ 
stead  of  being  considered  as  is  now  too  luch 
the  case,  as  one  of  two  parties  to  a  contest  for 
world  domination. 

The  proposal  is  a  simple  one.  It  is  based 
on  the  Baruch  plan  for  the  control  of  atomic 
energy  which  wac  rejected  by  the  Soviet  gov¬ 
ernment.  It  differs  fimdamentally  from  the 
Stockholm  peace  proposals  which  were  aimed 
at  the  destruction  of  the  armament  in  which 
we  are  strongest  while  reserving  to  the  So¬ 
viet  government  in  full  strength  the  ele¬ 
ments  of  military  power  in  which  that  na¬ 
tion  is  strongest.  In  essence,  the  proposal 
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would  bo  to  disarm  completely  In  every 
weapon  and  to  any  degree  above  the  level  of 
small  arms.  The  essential,  of  course,  Is  that 
the  carrying  out  of  the  disarmament  m\ist  be 
progressive  and  must  be  done  under  the  di¬ 
rection  and  imder  the  inspection  of  the 
United  Nations  Itself. 

The  Baruch  plan  provided  for  International 
control  and  inspection  of  a  particular  form 
of  armament — the  atomic  bomb.  We  would 
propose  to  extend  this  to  all  armament.  It 
requires  a  treaty  signed  by  all  members  of 
the  United  Nations.  This  would  have  to  be 
extended  to  cover  all  nations  of  any  Impor¬ 
tance,  whether  at  present  members  or  not. 

As  In  the  Baruch  proposals  the  treaty  would 
set  up  a  control  agency,  would  provide  for 
complete  access  by  that  agency  to  every 
nation,  would  prohibit  the  manufacture  of 
prohibited  arms,  would  provide  for  the  dis¬ 
posal  of  those  now  existing,  and  would  pro¬ 
vide  sanctions  for  violations.  The  peace 
proposal  we  would  ofiter  would  contain  these 
provisions.  Most  Importantly,  as  will  be 
stated  later,  the  right  of  access  would  be 
the  first  step  In  the  progressive  application 
of  a  peace  agreement. 

In  referring  to  the  likeness  between  this 
and  the  Baruch  proposals  for  controlling 
atomic  energy  it  will  be  remembered,  by  those 
who  followed  his  testimony  before  the  con¬ 
gressional  committees  at  the  time,  that  bis 
hope  bad  been  to  apply  these  principles  to 
the  outlawing  of  all  major  arms  and  arma¬ 
ment,  Recent  communication  with  him 
makes  clear  that  be  Is  still  of  the  same  mind. 

We  must  keep  clearly  In  our  minds  that  In 
carrying  out  an  agreement  of  the  kind  pro¬ 
posed  it  will  be  necessary  to  reestablish  com- 
mrmlcatlon  through  the  Iron  curtain  so  that 
Inspection  and  administration  of  the  dis¬ 
armament  shall  be  free  and  uncontrolled. 
It  Is  necessary  that  we  realize  the  serious 
implication  of  the  proposal  for  us.  It  means 
throwing  America  open  to  travelers  whom 
we  suspect  of  having  subversive  purposes. 
We  will  let  In  Communists.  Let  us  not  blink 
that  fact.  But  let  us  also  remember  that 
Biissla  will  let  In  capitalists,  as  they  will  call 
any  visitor  from  a  capitalistic  country.  This 
is  going  to  be  at  least  as  unpalatable  for  them 
as  for  us.  It  Is,  In  fact,  going  to  be  more 
dangerous  for  them  than  It  Is  for  us,  for 
the  institutions  they  have  set  up  cannot  be 
so  easily  maintained  In  the  light  of  knowl¬ 
edge  and  free  Intercourse.  The  Politburo 
knows  this,  and  this  Is  the  reason  for  the 
Iron  curtain. 

We  are  not  endangering  our  Institutions 
to  the  same  degree.  While  we  have  scared 
ourselves  stiff,  it  Is  because  we  have  faced 
subversive  activities  In  a  society  which  Is 
already  weakened  by  the  necessities  of 
military  preparation  and  which.  In  conse¬ 
quence,  cannot  devote  Itself  wholeheartedly 
to  the  well-being  of  its  citizens.  When  we 
can  reverse  our  direction  and  purpose,  noth¬ 
ing  that  Communists  can  say  or  do  will 
divert  the  American  people  from  the  at¬ 
tainment  of  the  economically  high  and  the 
spiritually  satisfying  way  of  life  which  we 
are  able  to  work  for  and  attain. 
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Our  principal  need  In  this  respect  Is  a 
revival  of  our  faith  In  our  Institutions.  Pol¬ 
luted  rivers  are  purged  of  Infection  as  they 
fiow  for  miles  under  the  bright  sunshine. 
Communist  Infiltration  will  wither  and  die 
under  the  bright  sunlight  of  knowledge  and 
the  fresh  winds  of  freedom.  Let  us  not  lose 
our  faith. 

Can  the  Soviet  Government  refuse  such  a 
proposal  as  this?  It  will  Indeed  be  hard 
for  It  to  swallow,  but  will  It  not  be  harder 
yet  to  be  put  on  record  before  the  eyes 
of  the  world  as  refusing  peace  when  It  Is 
offered  completely  and  unequivocally?  How 
can  that  government  sell  to  the  world  the 
idea  that  the  western  nations,  and  partic¬ 
ularly  our  own  country,  are  warmongers 
seeking  world  domination?  In  the  face  of 
such  an  offer  the  proposition  Is  absurd.  No 
really  i>eace-loving  nation  will  entertain  It 
for  an  Instant.  World  sentiment  will  again 
turn  OTir  way.  It  cannot  fall  to  do  so.  The 
Soviet  Government,  branded  as  seeking  con¬ 
quest  rather  than  peace,  will  either  have  to 
retire  within  Its  boundaries  defeated  and 
bare  to  Internal  dissension,  or  will  have  to 
Join  the  ranks  of  the  really  peace-loving 
nations. 

In  making  this  proposal  we  cannot  lose. 
If  It  Is  accepted  we  and  the  whole  world 
win  a  disarmed  peace.  If  It  Is  rejected,  the 
Soviet  Government  stands  convicted  before 
the  eyes  of  the  world  without  a  single 
excuse  for  Its  rejection  of  peace. 

The  strength  of  this  proposal  lies  first  In 
the  xmdoubted  fact  that  Is  la  an  answer  to 
the  hopes  and  prayers  of  mankind.  The  de¬ 
sire  for  escape  from  the  Frankenstein  of  war 
Is  universal.  It  Is  as  deep  In  the  hearts  of  the 
Russian  people  as  In  ovu:  own.  There  Is  noth¬ 
ing  that  the  people  of  China  want  more  than 
peace  and  the  opportimlty  to  pursue  their 
great  and  productive  activities  of  agriculture 
and  trade.  There  Is  nothing  that  any  of  the 
peoples  of  Asia  want  so  much  as  they  want 
peace  with  freedom  and  justice.  And  It  Is 
peace  with  freedom  and  justice  that  we  are 
offering. 

The  proposals  have  a  tremendous  moral 
strength  which  m\ist  finally  prove  Irresis¬ 
tible  even  behind  the  iron  curtain.  The  mes¬ 
sage  of  good  will,  the  gospel  of  disarmament 
can  be  carried  even  to  the  people  of  Russia. 
It  can  go  over,  under  and  through  the  Iron 
curtain.  It  will  gain  strength  with  time  in¬ 
stead  of  weakening.  It  is  only  necessary  that 
we  adopt  this  wholeheartedly  as  our  main 
international  objective.  It  is  necessary  only 
that  we  proclaim  It,  not  as  an  ultimatum  to 
be  accepted  or  withdrawn,  but  as  a  world  gos¬ 
pel  to  be  preached  day  by  day,  week  by  week, 
month  by  month  In  the  United  Nations  and 
everywhere. 

As  a  member  of  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee  I  have  been  a  constant  attendant  at 
the  MacArtbur  hearings  In-  Washington. 
They  have  been  full  of  Interest.  One  of  the 
Interesting  things  was  the  quietness  of  the 
presentation  of  his  case  by  General  Mac¬ 
Artbur.  I  may  add  that  the  opposing  case 
of  the  administration  was  also  q\iletly  pre¬ 
sented.  But  on  one  occasion  and  on  one  oc¬ 


casion  only  did  General  MacArthiir  show 
signs  of  strong  emotion  and  that  was  when 
he  was  speaking  of  the  Korean  people.  He 
said:  "What  are  you  trying  to  protect? 

"The  war  In  Korea  has  already  almost  de¬ 
stroyed  that  nation  of  20,000,000  people. 

*T  have  never  seen  such  devastation. 

'T  have  seen,  I  guess,  as  much  blood  and 
disaster  as  any  living  man,  and  It  just  cur¬ 
dled  my  stomach,  the  last  time  I  was  there. 
After  I  looked  at  that  wreckage  and  those 
thousands  of  women  and  children  and  every¬ 
thing,  I  vomited. 

"Now,  are  you  going  to  let  that  go  on,  by 
any  sophistry  of  reasoning,  or  possibilities? 
They  may  be  there,  but  this  is  a  certainty. 

"What  are  you  going  to  do?  Once  more, 

I  repeat  the  question.  What  is  the  policy  In 
Korea? 

"If  you  go  on  Indefinitely,  you  are  perpet¬ 
uating  a  slaughter  such  as  I  have  never  beard 
of  In  the  history  of  mankind. 

"Now,  what  I  am  trying  to  do  is  to  find 
some  reasonable  and  honorable  way  to  stop 
that  slaughter.  It  Is  not  to  conquer  this 
country,  or  China,  or  anything  else. 

"It  Is  to  bring  this  thing  to  an  honorable 
end.” 

Speaking  the  next  day  he  said: 

"I  therefore  believe  that  time  Is  running 
out  on  us. 

"I  said,  at  the  end  of  the  World  War,  the 
Second  World  War,  that  we  have  had  our 
last  chance,  and  I  believe  It  firmly,  and  as 
I  said  yesterday,  I  believe  that  99  percent 
of  the  people  of  the  world  believe  that.” 

In  this  the  general  and  the  President,  so 
much  at  odds  otherwise,  are  In  full  agree¬ 
ment.  In  his  message  to  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  on  October  24  last  there  were  many 
passages  which  breathed  a  justifiable  moral 
Indignation  and  unalterable  determination 
to  resist,  but  there  also  occurred  those  pas¬ 
sages  which  set  forth  world  disarmament 
as  an  administration  policy.  This  project 
Is  going  Its  routine  limping  way  through 
the  ponderous  machinery  of  the  United  Na¬ 
tions.  It  Is  just  one  Item  of  hundreds  on 
their  agenda.  It  Is  an  Incident  among  the 
many  undertakings  of  our  State  Depart¬ 
ment.  It  is  a  seldom-referred-to  proposal 
on  our  part  before  the  United  Nations. 

Will  it  take  an  explosion  to  blast  it  loose? 

Since  the  preceding  paragraphs  were 
written,  and  as  late  as  this  morning’s  paper. 
It  has  been  announced  that  our  Government 
has  requested  the  United  Nations  to  com¬ 
bine  the  atomic  armament  and  the  conven¬ 
tional  armament  committees.  This  Is  good 
news.  It  is  In  accordance  with  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  October  speech.  It  gives  a  green  light 
to  total  disarmament. 

’The  American  Congress  and  the  American 
people  have  now  to  make  sure  that  this  great 
undertaking  is  not  sunk  In  a  sea  of  docu¬ 
ments  and  of  discursive  oratory.  The  world 
must  know  that  this  is  the  goal  to  which 
we  are  steadily  pressing,  and  toward  which 
we  Invite  the  company  and  assistance  of  all 
nations  on  earth. 
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